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GRAPE VINE TOLERANCE OF GLEAN AND 
DPX T6376 
82 MT 57 404.14 
LOCATION: Mt Barker Research Station 
AIM: To determine the effects of three rates of Glean 
and DPX T6376 applied as ~n overall or directed 
spray on mature Cabernet grapevine production. 
TREATMENTS: Pruned 8 days post spraying on 12/8/82 
RESULTS: Visual rating of herbicide damage 4/11/82 
0 = Nil 5 = Severe 
Herbicide Rate Application Rep I Rep II Rep III Average 
Glean 
Glean 
Glean 
Glean 
Glean 
Glean 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
Nil 
Nil 
Nil 
Nil 
60g/ha 
60g/ha 
120g/ha 
120g/ha 
180g/ha 
180g/ha 
·Gog/ha 
60g/ha 
120g/ha 
120g/ha 
180g/ha 
180g/ha 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall · 
Directed 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
3 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
3 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
2 
3 
5 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
2 
3 
5 
5 
0 
0 
0 
0 
Visual rating of herbicide damage 1/12/82 
Glean 
Glean 
Glean 
Glean 
Glean 
Glean 
DPX T6373 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
DPX T6376 
Nil 
Nil 
Nil 
Nil 
60g/ha 
60g/ha 
120g/ha 
120g/ha 
180g/ha 
180g/ha 
60g/ha 
60g/ha 
120g/ha 
120g/ha 
180g/ha 
180g/ha 
COMMENTS: 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed· 
Overall 
Directed 
Overall 
Directed 
0 
0 
1 
0 
2 
2 
0 
0 
3 
2 
3 
3 
0 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
1 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
2 
2 
4 
5 
0 
0 
0 
1 
1 
0 
2 
0 
3 
2 
1 
2 
3 
3 
4 
4 
0 
1. 
0 
0 
1 
0 
1 
1 
2 
3 
2 
0 
2 
3 
4 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
:2 
2 
3 
2 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
1 
3 
4. 
2 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
2 
2 
2 
3 
2 
2 
3 
3 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0.00 
o.oo 
0.33 
o.oo 
o.oo 
o.oo 
1. 33 
1.17 
2.00 
2.50 
3.50 
3.67 
0.00 
o.oo 
o.oo 
o.oo 
0.33 
0.33 
0.83 
0.17 
1. 50 
1. 83 
1.17 
1. 00 
2.50 
2.67 
3.33 
3.50 
o.oo 
0.17 
o.oo 
0.33 
Symptons get worse with time for Glean treatments but were stable 
for DPX T6376. 
There was little difference in damage between overall and directed 
spraying. 
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TITLE: Grape vine tolerance of Glean and DPX T6376 
OPERATOR: Moore 
LOCATION: Mt Barker Research Station 
SPRAYING DETAILS: 
Application date 4/8/82 
Equipment Hand lance 
Nozzle output mls/min 650 
Volume of Application l/ha 1000 
Nozzl~ size 039 
Nozzle spacing ems 
Pressure kPa 150 
Water source Rain 
Speed 
Moisture: 
Sprayed surf ace 
Soil surf ace 
lOcms 
Weather: 
. 0 
Temperature c· 
Relative Humidity % 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Cloud cover % 
Rainfall last 24 hrs mm 
next 24 hrs mm 
Frost last 48 hrs 
next 48 hrs 
Timing: 
Start 
Finish 
Order of spraying 
Plant detail: 
1. Species 
Growth stage 
2. Species 
Growth stage 
3. Species 
Growth stage 
4. Sp~cies 
Growth"stage 
5. Species 
Growth stage 
6. Species 
Growth stage 
110s/12m2 
Dry 
Dry 
Damp 
12 
80 
0 - 2 
var 
0 
0 
0 
Nil 
Nil 
12am 
5.30pm 
6 - 1 
Cabernet 
Dormant 
Sorrel 
Ve get 
Veldt grass 
seeding 
Rye grass 
Ve get 
Cape weed. 
Veget <40cms 
Exp No 82 MT 57 
File No 404.14 
e 
e 
LOCATIONL 
AIM: 
PRUNED VINE TOLERANCE OF GLEAN 
and DPX T6376 
82 MT 58 401.14 
Mt Barker Research Station 
To determine the effect of soil applied Glean and 
DPX T 6376 on mature pruned Cabernet grape vine 
production. 
TREATMENTS: Herbicides applied as a directed spray to minimize 
direct contact with canes. Vine pruned pre spraying 
on 7/7/82 
RESULTS: Visual rating of herbicide damage 4/11/82 
0 = Nil 5 = Severe 
He:rbicide Rate Rep I Rep II Rep III Rep IV 
Glean 60g/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
!&lean 180g/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DPX T6376 60g/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DPX T6376 120g/ha 3 3 3 3 3 3 2· 5 2 3 3 3 
DPX T6376 180g/ha 4 4 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 
Nil 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Visual rating of herbicide damage 1/12/82 
Glean 60g/ha 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Glean 180g/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 2 
DPX T6376 60g/ha l 1 0 0 0- 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
DPX T6376 120g/ha 5 5 4 3 4 4 2 4 2 4 3 3 
DPX T6376 180g/ha 2 4 4 4 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4 
Nil 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
COMMENTS: 
DPX T6376 was more damaging than Glean. 
At normal use rates of less than 20g/ha no apparent visual 
damage would be expected. 
Average 
. 0.00 
o.oo 
0.00 
3.00 
3.25 
o.oo 
0.17 
0.42 
0.17 
3.58 
3.67 
o.oo 
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TITLE: Pruned vine tolerance of directed Glean and DPX T 6376 
OPERATOR: Moore 
LOCATION: Mt Barker Research Station 
SPRAYING DETAILS: 
Application date 4/8/82 
Equipment Hand lance 
Nozzle output mls/min 650 
Volume of Application l/ha 1000 
Nozzle size 039 
Nozzle spacing ems 
Pressure kPa 150 
Water source Rain 
Speed ll0s/12m 2 
Moisture: 
Sprayed surface Dry 
Soil surf ace ~f?rY 
· 10 ems D~p 
Weather: 
Temperature oc 12 
Relative Humidity % 80 
Wind speed km/hr 0 ,.. 2 
Wind direction Var 
Cloud cover % 0 
Rainfall last 24 hrs nun 0 
next 24 hrs nun 0 
Frost last 48 hrs Nil 
next 48 hrs Nil 
Timing: 
Start , 12am 
Finish 5.30pm 
Order or spraying 6 - 1 
Plant detail: 
740 
Expt. No 82 MT 58 
File No 404.14 
e e 
MATURE VINE TOLERANCE OF DI CAMBA 
82 MT 59 404.14 
LOCALITY: Mt Barker Research Station 
AIJvl: To determine the relationship between rate and time of overall spraying Dicamba and 
time to pruning on mature Cabernet grapevine production. 
RESULTS: Visual rating of herbicide damage 4/11/82 0 == Nil 5 == Severe (Figures in brackets are pruning dates) 
Tine Rate Rep 1 Rep 2 Rep 3 Rep 4 Average Average Average Average of (O) (7/7) (6/9) (0) (7/7) (6/9) (O) (7/7) (6/9) (0) (7/7) (6/9) (0) (7/7) (6/9) overall Appl. 
20/7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 o.oo o.oo 0.00 
20/7 5 l/ha 0 l 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0.00 - 0.75 o.oo 0.25 
20/7 20 l/ha 2 l 0 3 0 2 2 3 2 2 2 1 2.25 1.50 1.25 1.67 
4/8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 . o.oo o.oo o.oo 
4/8 5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 o.oo 0.00 o.oo 
4/8 20 l/ha 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 0 3 0 1. 75 2.25 1.50 1.83 
17/8 0 2* l* 2* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.50 0.25 0.50 0.42 
17/8 5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o.oo 0.00 0.00 0.00 
17/8 20 l/ha 3 3 3 3 3 1 2 2 l· 1 2 1 2.25 2.50 1.50 2.08 
30/8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 0.00 o.oo o.oo 
30/8 5 l/ha 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0.25 0.50 0.25 0.33 
30/8 20 l/ha 3 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 2 1 2.50 2.75 2.25 2.50 
Visual rating of herbicide damage 1/12/82 
20/7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.25 o.oo 0.00 0.08 
20/7 5 l/ha 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0.25 0.75 0.25 0.42 
20/7 20 l/ha 2 2 1 5 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2.75 2.25 2.00 2.33 
4/8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o.oo o.oo 0.00 o.oo 
4/8 5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0.25 o.oo o.oo 0.08 
4/8 20 l/ha 3 2 3 2 2 2 3 3 2 2 3 2 2.50 2.50 2.25 2.42 
17/8 0 2* l* ~* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.50 0.25 0.40 0.42 
17/8 5 l/ha 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.25 
17/8 20 l/ha 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 3 2.25 2.00 2.25 2.17 
30/8 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 o.oo o.oo o.oo 
30/8 5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 0.25 0.75 0.00 0.33 
30/8 20 l/ha 5 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 3 1 3 2 2.50 2.75 2.25 2.50 
., ... ,-
*Adjacent Plot to the west was sprayed with 20 l/ha Dicanba on 7/7/82 with west wiftd'; Ave 0.812 0.79 0.812 
COMMENTS: Symptoms generally got worse with tine particularly for the high rate. 
. -.....J Tine of pruning had little effect on damage scores • 
~ All the 5 l/ha damage was only very slight and required close inspection to detect it. 
""' 
141. 
TITLE: Mature vine tolerance cf Dicarnba 
OPERATOR: Moore 
Expt No. 82 MT 59 
File No. 404.14 
LOCATION: Mt Barker Research Station 
SPRAYING DETAILS: 
Application date 20/7/82 4/8/82 17/8/82 30/8/82 
Equipment Hand lance Hand lance Hand lance Hand lance 
Nozzle output mls/min 612 650 630 
Volume of application l/ha 1000 1000 1000 
Nozzle size 039 039 039 
Nozzle spacing ems 
Pressure kPa 
Water source 
Speed 
M:)isture: 
Sprayed surface 
Soil surf ace 
lOcms· 
Weather: 
' 0 
Temperature c 
Relative Humidity % 
Wind speed km/hr· 
Wind Direction 
Cloud cover % 
Rainfall last 2·4 hrs mm 
next 24 hrs mm 
Frost last 48 hours 
next 48 hours 
Timing: 
Start 
Finish 
Order of spraying 
Plant Detail 
1. Species 
Growth stage. 
2. 
3. 
Species 
Grow:th 
200 150 160 
Rain Rain Rain 
116s/2lm2 110s/12m2 145s/12m2 
Dry Dry Dry 
Damp Dry Dry 
Damp Damp Damp 
14.5 12 20.5 
70 80 52 
0 - 2 0 -· 2 0 - 10 
W - SW VAR NW - W 
80 0 0 
0.25 0 0 
·o 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
ll.30am lOam llam 
2pm 12am 2pm 
3-:-1 6 --4 9 -·-7 
Cabernet Cabernet Cabernet 
Donnant Do:i:mant OOJ:Jnant 
Sorrel Sorrel Sorrel 
Veget Ve get Veget~--£1 
grass grass grass 
630 
1000 
039 
150 
Rain 
114s/12m2 
Dry 
Dry 
Damp 
16 
70 
0 - 5 
N - NW 
40 
0 
0 
0 
0 
lOam 
12am 
12 - 10 
Cabernet 
Donnant 
Sorrel 
flowering 
4 . 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Ve get seeding seeding 
Flatwe_e_d-=---------=------------=-------------
5. 
6. 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
LOCATION: 
AIM: 
PRUNED VINE TOLERANCE OF DIRECTED DICAMBA 
81 MT 60 404.14 
Mt Barker Research Station 
To determine the persistance and effects of soil 
applied D.icamba on mature pruned Cabernet grape 
vine proudction. 
TREATMENTS: Rep I and II pruned on 7/7/82, Rep III pruned 6/9/82 
RESULTS: 
Time 
of 
Appl. 
20/7 
20/7 
20/7 
4/8 
4/8 
4/8 
17/8 
17/8 
17/8 
30/8 
30/8 
30/8 
20/7 
20/7 
20/7 
4/8 
4/8 
4/8 
17/8 
17/8 
17/8 
30/8 
30/8 
30/8 
COMMENTS: 
Visual rating of herbicide damage 4/11/82 O = Nil 
5 = severe. 
Rate Rep I Rep II Rep III Avergae 
0 o. 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 i)O 0 0 0.00 
20 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0.22 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
20 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o.oo 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o.oo 
20 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0. 0 o.oo 
5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
20 .l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 3 3 1. 00 
. 
Visual rating of herbicide damage 1/12/82 0 = Nil 
5 = severe 
0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0.11 
5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 0. 44· 
20 l/ha 5 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 2 3.67 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 2 0. 33' 
20 l/ha 5 5 5 5 4 4 3 3 3 4.11 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.00 
5 l/ha 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 l 0 0.11 
20 l/ha 4 3 3 4 5 4 4 3 4 3.78 
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 o. 0 0.00 
5 l/ha . 0 0 0 0 l 2 0 0 0 0.33 
20 l/ha 3 2 3 5 4 4 5 4 5 3.89 
These results indicate that Dicarnba can move through the soil and 
be absorbed by grapevine roots causing damage. 
Little damage occurred at 5 l/ha which is over 3 times the re-
commended rate of spraying (0.5 - 1.5 l/ha) . 
Damage first appeared 2 months after spraying and was dependent on 
the time of spraying. 
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TITLE: Pruned Vine tolerance of Directed Dicamba 
OPERATOR: Moore Expt ~~o 82 MT 60 
LOCATION: Mt Barker Research Station File No 404.14 
SPRAYING DETAILS: 
Application date 
Equipment 
Nozzle output mls/min 
Volume of application l/ha 
Nozzle size 
Nozzle spacing ems 
Pressure kPa 
Water source 
Speed 
Moisture 
Sprayed surface 
Soil surface 
10 ems 
Weather: 
0 Tem:E?erature c 
Relative Humidity % 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind Direction 
Cloud cover % 
Rainfall last 24 hrs mm 
next 24 hrs mm 
Frost last 48 hrs 
next 48 hrs 
Timing: 
Start 
Finish 
Order of spraying 
Plant Detail: 
l. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
·Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species- · -
Growth.stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
20/7/82 4/8/82 17/8/82 30/8/82 
Hand lance Hand lance Hand lance Hand lance 
612 650 630 
1000 1000 1000 
039 039 039 
200 150 160 
Rain Rain Rain 
ll6s/12m2 ll0s/l2m2 114s/l2m2 
Dry 
Damp 
Damp 
14.5 
70 
_o_- 5 
W - SW 
80 
0.25 
0 
0 
0 
lL 30am 
2pm 
3 - l 
Cabernet 
Dormant 
Sorrel 
Ve get 
grass 
Veget 
fl a tweed 
Ve get 
Dry 
Dry 
Damp 
12 
80 
0 - 2 
Var 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
12am 
l2am 
Cabernet 
Dormant 
Sorrel 
Veget 
grass 
seeding 
Milk thistle · 
flowering 
Dry 
Dry 
Damp 
20.5 
52 
0 - 10 
NW - W 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
llam 
2pm 
Cabernet 
Dormant 
Sorrel 
Veqet .-fl 
grass 
seeding 
630 
1000 
039 
150 
Rain 
114s/12m2 
Dry 
Dry 
Damp 
16 
70 
0 5 
N - NW 
40 
0 
0 
0 
0 
lOam 
l2am 
Cabernet 
Dormant 
Sorrel 
Flowering 
LOCATION: 
OBJECT: 
TREATMENTS: 
RESULTS: 
SORREL/CROP RESPONSE TO NPK AND LIME 
80 KA 40 
D. King, Ongerup 
To measure the response of sorrel and crop to 
N, P, K and Lime 
P = 300 kg/ha super 
N = 360 kg/ha Agran 
K = 100 kg/ha Muriate of potash 
Lime = 2.5 t/ha broadcast agricultural lime 
Treatments applied 23/6/80, 23/6/81, 30/6/82. 
Oats planted 1/6/82, pasture in 1979, 1980, 1981 
Treatment Height 
(cm) 
Tillers/ Tiller Plant Dry weight 
(t/ha) plant weight Weight 
( g) ( g) 
N,K 73.5 a 3.05 a l. 89 b 5.95 a 4.462 a 
P,k 75.25 a l. 35 b 2.85 a 4.08 b 3.060 b 
P,N 60.5 c 2.95 a 1.11 c 3.23 b 2.422 b 
N,P,K 63.25 be 2.90 a 0.98 c 2.86 b 2.148 b 
N,P,K + Lime 67.25 b 2.75 a l. 23 c 3.68 b 2.756 b 
Nil 75.25 a l. 80 b 2.06 b 3.60 b 2.703 b 
LSD (0.05) 4.29 0.77 0.36 l. 63 l. 220 
COMMENTS 
Insufficient sorrel established for meaningful samples to be taken. 
Rust severely affected the trial and the results above reflect 
the interaction between disease and fertilizer i.e. 
(1) application of N increased the number of tillers produced 
(2) application of N or P increased disease severity which was 
alleviated to some extent by application of K. This trend 
is shown in plant heights, plant weights and to a lesser 
extent in the tiller weight (due to the effect of N increasing 
the number of tillers/plants). 
71..;5 
CORRELATIONS: 
N,K 
P,K 
P,N 
N,P,K 
N,P,K 
Nil 
NS 
* 
** 
*** 
Hei9:ht Hei~ht 
Tiller wt Plant wt 
.489* .620** 
.884*** .780*** 
.SOl* .728*** 
.S64* .617** 
+ L .731*** .721** 
= 
= 
= 
.S02* .4S2 
not significant 
P< 0.0S 
P< 0.01 
P< 0.001 
NS 
- 2 -
Hei7ht Tiller Wt Plant Wt 
Tillplant Plant wt Till/plant 
.SSS* .S44* .9SS*** 
.489* .739*** .881*** 
.466 NS .483* .763*** 
.4S2 NS .333 NS .927*** 
.69S** .781*** .913*** 
.201 NS .493* .714** 
;Location 
Object 
~atments 
History 
Results 
Treatments 
1 
NK 2.55 
PK 2.44 
I'J'T 3.63 
N:PK 3.81 
NPK + Lime 3.59 
Nil 2.18 
Comments 
Sorrel/Crop Response to NPK and Lime 80KA39 
K. Davis, Bord.en 
To measure the response of sorrel and crop to N,P,K and Lime 
Applied June 1)80, 1981 and 1982 
P = 300kg/ha superphosphate ($30,/ha) 
N = 360kg/ha Agra.n 34~ ($88/ha) 
K = 100kg/ha Muriate of Potash ($18/ha) 
Lime = 2.5 tonnes/ha agricultural lime ($10/ha) 
1980 wheat; 1981 pasture; 1982 wheat; sprayseeded 30/6/82 
Wheat Grain Yield T/ba 
REPLICATE 
2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Ave 
2.11 1.96 2.26 2.39 2.79 2.81 2.9 2.47b 
2.2 2.33 2.22 2.29 2 .31 2.35 2.68 2.35b 
3.18 3.35 2.85 3.66 3.87 3.87 3.53 3.49a 
3.44 3.26 3.52 3.52 3.59 3.77 3.29 3.52a 
2.78 3.22 2.94 3.48 3.59 3.55 3.6-1 3.34a. 
1.59 1.44 1.74 2.44 2.26 2.05 2.29 2.ooc 
Treatments with same letter not significantly differant 
(P .05) 
LSD = 0 .. 203 
CV = 7% 
There was insufficient sorrel establishing in this trial 
to measure reliably. 
-ROUND UP ON BRACKEN 
82 AL 48 493.04 
LOCATION William Bay 
OBJECT: TO compare the effectiveness of Wick-applied 
Round up for: 
1. 2 types of wick applicator 
2. 2 speeds of application 
3. Single versus double pass application 
4. 4 times of treatment 
DESIGN: 2 x 2 x 2 x 4 factorial 
PRE-TREATMENT: Slashed June 1981 
APPLICATION 
CONDITIONS: 
Bracken 
% Mature 
% Fully unfurled 
% Half unfurled 
% Emerging 
Height ems 
Temperature oC 
Rainfall 
R.H. % 
Cloud cover % 
Applicator Height 
COMMENTS 
19/10/81 8/12/81 
20 40 
20 30 
30 20 
30 10 
40-50 50-60 
21 'l1 
no ming 0 
drizzle 
70 30 
30 10 
ems p 20 
M 20 M 30 
plots lOm x lOm 
25/1/82 24/3/82 
50 80 
25 15 
15 5 
10 0 
50-60 50-60 
25 22 
0 Drizzle 
25/3/82 
50 60 
30 20 
p 20 p 20 
M 30 .M 30 
1. Timing was the most significant effect. December-January-
March treatments were significantly better than October. December 
January treatments had only half as many old and mature fronds 
surviving as the March treatments. However due to the variable 
nature of bracken this· didn't achieve significance. 
2. The numbers of young fronds emerging in the year following 
treatment is a function of both the effect of the herbicide on 
the rhyzome system and the effect of the herbicide on reducing 
the mature front population and consequently reducing apical 
dominance which whould normally suppress new frond emergence. 
Thus the more effective treatment of multirope applicator as the 
,·;: 
74~ 
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slower speed of 4km/hr gives a higher young frond count than 
other treatments. Repeat applications over a number of years 
may be necessary to demonstrate the most effective long term 
treatment. 
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RAW RESULTS 
No Fronts/m 2 I Brown 
out 
No Date Machine Pass Speed Young Mature Old Total Rating 
1 Oct p 1 4 2.8 16 3 21.8 2 
2 Oct p 1 8 . 6 1. 2 1.8 3.6 2 
3 Oct p 2 4 2.2 3.6 . 8 6.6 6 
4 Oct p 2 8 . 6 7 2.8 10.4 6 
5 Oct M 1 4 1. 4 7.2 2 10.1 5 
6 Oct M 1 8 1. 4 9 4.6 15 2 
7 Oct M 2 4 . 8 9.6 5.2 15.6 5 
8 Oct M 2 8 2.4 7.8 4.0 14.2 2 
9 Oct Nil 1. 8 4.6 . 2 6.6 0 
10 Dec Nil' ) 1 5.2 . 8 7 0 
11 Dec Nil ) Machine . 1. 6 13 2.6 17.2 0 
12 Dec Nil ) Broke . 8 9.2 4.2 14.2 0 
13 Dec Nil ) . 1. 6 5.6 3.8 11 0 
14 Dec M 1 4 .2 .1 .1 . 4 6 
15 Dec M 1 8 . 4 1. 6 0 2 4 
16 Dec M 2 4 .5 . 6 .1 1.2 9 
17 Dec M 2 8 .1 0 0 .1 6 
18 Dec Nil 2 11. 8 4 17.8 0 
19 Jan p 1 4 1 2.2 . 4 3.6 4.5 
20 Jan p 1 8 0 . 8 . 4 1.2 3.5 
21 Jan p 2 4 .1 1.1 .3 1. 5 3.5 
22 Jan p 2 8 1 . 4 0 1. 4 4.5 
23 Jan M 1 4 . 2 0 .2 .4 6 
24 Jan M 1 8 0 1. 6 .2 1. 8 6 
25 Jan M 2 4 . 2 .2 0 .4 8 
2.6 Jan M 2 8 0 .2 0 .2 7 
27 Jan Nil . 6 8.2 1 9.8 0 
28 March ;p 1 4 2 3 1.8 6.8 3 
29 March p 1 8 . 4 1. 6 5.4 7.4 5 
3,(1, March p 2 4 . 4 .4 1. 6 2.4 4.5 
. 31··, March p· 2 8 .2 .2 . 4 . 8 5.5 
32· March M 1 4 . 6 1.2 . 8 2.6 4.5 
33 March M 1 8 1 3.2 .6 4.8 5 
34 March M 2 4 .1 . 3 0 . 4 6.5 
35 March M 2 8 . 2 .2 0 . 4 7 
36 Nil . 8 3.6 4.6 9 0 
Frond counts taken on 10/11/82 
Brown Out ratings taken approx 20 weeks after respective treatment. 
October = 
December = 
January = 
March = 
19/10/81 
16/12/81 
25/1/82 
24/3/82 
P = pipe rope wick applicator 
M = multirope wick applicator 
1 = single pass of applicator 
2 = 2 passes of applicator in opposite directions 
Speed 4 = 4km/hr 8 = 8km/hr 
750 
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RAW RESULTS 24/5/83 
% Foliar % Dead Brown out 
No Date Machine Pass Speed Reduction Fronds Regeneration Rating 
1 Oct p 1 4 5 10 2 2 
2 Oct p 1 8 0 0 1 2 
3 Oct p 2 4 5 5 3 1 
4 Oct p 2 8 5 1 3 0 
5 Oct M 1. 4 5 2 1 0 
6 Oct M 1 8 15 5 3 2 
7 Oct M 2 4 5 10 4 1 
8 Oct M 2 8 10 5 2 1 
9 Oct Nil 10 5 1 2 
10 Dec Nil ) 5 1 1 2 
11 Dec Nil ) Machine 0 2 1 1 ·) Broke 12 Dec Nil ) 0 i· 2 0 
13 Dec Nil ) 0 0 1 0 
14 Dec M 1 4 60 5·0 o. 5· 5 
15 Dec M 1 8 20 20 1 3 
16 Dec M ·2 4 95 80 0.5 9 
17 Dec M 2 8 60 60 2 7 
18 Dec Nil 0 l l l 
19 Jan p l 4 20 25 1 4 
20 Jan p l 8 30 30 1 4 
21 Jan p 2 4 20· 30 1. 5 4.5 
22 Jan· p 2 .. 8 30 40 0.5 4 
23 Jan M l 4 60 60 0.3 5 
24 Jan M 1 8 60 60 .,.:· .,.; ~ l 5 
25 Jan M 2 4 80 90 0.25 9.5 
26 Jan M 2 8 70 95 0.25 9 
27 Nil 0 2 0 l 
28 Mar p l 4 5 15 1 l* 
29 Mar p l 8 20 10 1 2 
30 Mar p 2 4 30 20 0.5 3 
31 Mar p 2 8 20 15 0 3 
32 Mar M l 4 20 60 0 6.5 
33 Mar M l 8 15 50 0 5 
-34 Mar M 2 4 70 80 0.5 9 
35 Mar M 2 8 80 70 0 .8 
36 Nil 0 2 l 0 
Oct = 19/10/81 l = single pass 
Dec = 16/12/81 2 - 2 passes in opporsite directions-
Jan ='25/1/82 4 = speed 4km/hr 
Mar = 24/3/82 8 = speed 8km/hr 
p = Pipe rope wick applicator 
M = Multi rope wick appJ.icator 
* Machine problem (vent closed) 
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STATISTICAL ANALYSIS 
Significant effects only: 
(A) No of young fronds/m 2 
Treatment 
Nil 
October 
December 
January 
March 
4km/hr 
8km/hr 
Multirope x 4knV'hr 
Multirope x 8kirVhr 
Piperope x 4kztVhr 
Piperope x 8kztVhr 
No 
- 5 -
of Fronds 
2.24 a 
2.44 a 
1. 39 b,c 
l. 26 c 
l. 55 b,c 
l. 81 a,b 
1.45 b,c 
2.22 a 
l. 33 b,c 
l. 46 b,c 
l. 57 b,c 
Coefficient of Variation 18.2% 
Treatments with the same letter not significantly different(P<.05) 
(B) No of mature fronds/m 2 
Treatment No of Fronds 
Nil 8.32 a 
October 8.10 a 
December l. 46 b 
January l. 72 b 
March 2.08 b 
Coefficient 0£ Variation 34% 
Treatments with the same letter not significantly different (P<.05) 
763 
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(C) No of old fronds/m 2 
Treatment No of fronds 
Nil 3.38 a 
October 3.87 a 
December 1.15 b 
January 1.18 b 
March 2.04 a,b 
Coefficient of variation 43% 
(D) "Brown out"visual rating approximately 20 weeks after 
spraying 0 = healthy 10 = all plants burnt off appearance 
Treatment Rating 
Nil 0 '.-d 
Multirope 4.42 b,c 
Piperope 5.5 a 
October 3.75 c 
December 5.71 a 
January 5.25 a,b 
March 5.12 a,b 
Single pass 4.10 b 
Double pass 5.81 a 
5% LSD = l. 230 
Coefficient of Variation = 22.2% 
TITLE: 
TRIAL NO: 
LOCATION: 
AIM: 
HERBICIDES 
TESTED: 
RATES OF 
APPLICATION 
COMMENTS: 
PENNY ROYAL CONTROL WITH HERBICIDES 
80 AL 10 
William Bay Farms, William Bay 
To compare soil residual herbicides and 
mixtures with the non residual herbicides 
2,4,5-T and Round up, at a range of rates 
and times of applications. 
Round up 
2,4,5-T Amine 
2,4,5,-T/Diuron 
2,4,5-T/Atrazrine 
2,4,5-T/Picloram "Tordon 105" 
Triclopyr Amine - "Garlon 3A" 
Triclopyr Amine + Picloram "Garlon SlOA" 
Triclopyr Butoxyethanol ester + Picloram 
"Garlon 515" 
Log sprayed - 5 times normal rate down to 
!.z normal rate. 
Garlong treatments gave results similar to 
2,4,5=T amine with one one year's spraying 
2 con$ecutive years spraying with 2,4,5-T 
amine or mixtures gave good control. Single 
spraying was ineffective. 
HERBICIDE APPLICATION DATES RATE PLANTS/METRE 2 24/2/83 
(L/HA) REP 1 REP. 2 AVERAGE 
Round up 11/12/80,25/1/82 .78 3 32 17 
Round up 11/12/80,25/1/82 1. 44 3 16 9 
Round up 11/12/80,25/1/82 2.52 0 4 2 
Round up 11/12/80,25/1/82 4.5 1 0 1 
Round up 11/2/81 .78 80 126 103 
Round up 11/2/81 1.44 51 124 87 
Round up 11/2/81 2.52 97 141 119 
Round up 11/2/81 4.5 186 69 128 
Round up 13/3/81,19/3/82 .78 4 0 2 
Round up 13/3/81,19/3/82 1/44 7 16 11 
Round up 13/3/81,19/3/82 2.52 0 15 7 
Round up 13/3/81,19/3/82 4.5 0 48 24 
2,4,5-T Amine 11/12/80,25/1/82 2.6 20 3 11 
2,4,5-T Amine 11/12/80,25/1/82 4.8 13 0 7 
2,4,5-T Amine 11/12/80,25/1/82 8.4 8 8 8 
2,4,5-T Amine 11/12/80,25/1/82 15 4 3 3 
2,4,5-T Amine 11/2/81 2.6 27 161 94 e 2,4,5-T Amine 11/2/81 4.8 109 110 110 
2,4,5-T Amine 11/2/81 8.4 77 96 86 
2,4,5-T Amine 11/2/81 15 112 33 72 
2,4,5-T Amine 13/3/81,19/3/82 2.6 4 0 2 
2., 4, 5:-T Amine· 13/3/81,19/3/82 4.8 3 0 1 
2,4,5-T Amine 13/3/81,19/3/82 8.4 1 0 1 
2,4,5-T Amine 13/3/81,19/3/82 15 1 0 1 
Tordon 105 11/12/80,25/1/82 1. 3 64 96 80 
Tordon 105 11/12/80,25/1/82 2.4 35 8 21 
Tordon 105 11/12/80,25/1/82 4.2 1 3 2 
Tordon 105 11/12/80,25/1/82 7.5 0 11 5 
Tordon 105 1.1/2/81 1.3 72 65 68 
Tordon 105 11/2/81 2.4 80 168 124 
Tordon 105 11/2/81 4.2 76 108 92 
Tordon 105 11/2/81 7. 5. 84 200 142 
Tordon 105 13/3/81,19/3/82 1. 3 0 0 0 
Tordon 105 13/3/81,19/3/82 2.4 1 1 1 
Tordon 105 13/3/81,19/3/82 4.2 1 1 1 
Tordon 105 13/3/81,19/3/82 7.5 1 27 14 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 11/12/80,25/1/82 2.6/0.7 21 88 55 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 11/12/80,25/1/82 4. 8/1. 2 7 33 20 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 11/12/80,25/1/82 8.4/2.1 3 0 . 1 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 11/12/80,25/1/82 15/3.8 20 1 11 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 11/2/81 1. 3/0. 7 73 93 83 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 11/2/81 2.4/1.2 35 64 49 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 11/2/81 4.2/2.1 1 53 27 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 11/2/81 7.5/3.8 0 101 51 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 13/3/81,19/3/82 1. 3/0. 7 15 3 9 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 13/3/81,19/3/82 2.4/1.2 4 4 4 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 13/3/81,19/3/82 4.2/2.1 0 3 1 
2,4,5-T/Diuron 13/3/81,19/3/82 7.5/3.8 0 19 9 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 11/12/80,25/1/82 2.6/0.7 47 140 93 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 11/12/80,25/1/82 4.8/1.2 13 25 19 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 11/12/80,25/1/82 8.4/2.1 3 0 1 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 11/12/80,25/1/82 15/3.8 0 0 0 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 11/2/81 1. 3/0. 7 78 76 77 
2,4,5-T/At.razine 11/2/81 2.4/1.2 49 109 79 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 11/2/81 21.2/2.1 23 110 67 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 11/2/81 7.5/3.8· 59 84 71 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 13/3/81,19/3/82 1. 3/0. 7 8 0 4 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 13/3/81,19/3/82 2. 4/1. 2 1 0 1 
2.4.5-T/Atrazine 13/3/81,19/3/82 4.2/2.1 4 3 3 
2,4,5-T/Atrazine 13/3/81,19/3/82 7.5/3.8 1 21 11 
7~5 
HERBICIDE APPLICATION DATES RATE PLANTS/METRE 24/2/83 
(L/HA) REP 1 REP 2 AVERAGE 
Garlon 3A 19/3/82 . 7 28 9 19 
Garlon 3A 19/3/82 1. 2 4 16 10 
Garlon 3A 19/3/82 2.1 0 7 3 
Garlon 3A 19/3/82 3.8 0 28 14 
Garlon 510A 19/3/82 . 7 61 40 51 
Garlon 510A 19/3/82 1. 2 44 0 22 
Garlon 510A 19/3/82 2.1 35. 0 17 
Garlon 510A 19/3/82 3.8 0 15 7 
Garlon 515 19/3/82 . 7 8 112 60 
Garlon 515 19/3/82 1. 2 43 74 59 
Garlon 515 19/3/82 2.1 0 8 4 
Garlon 515 19/3/82 3.8 1 12 7 
7'51 
TITLE: Penny Royal control with Herbicides 
OPERATOR: Moore, Hoskins, Taylor 
LOCATION: William Bay 
SPRAYING DETAILS: 
Application date 
Equipment 
Nozzle output mls/min 
Volume application l/ha 
Nozzle size 
Nozzle spacing ems 
Pressure kPa 
Water source 
Speed 
Mo.i.sture : 
Sprayed surface 
Soil surface 
lOcms 
17/12/80 
Log.Boom 
600 
366 
8002 
33 
200 
Town 
25s/20m 
Dry 
Dry 
Dry 
11/2/81 
Log Boom 
600 
366 
8002 
33 
200 
Town 
25s/20m 
Dry 
Dry 
Dry 
Exp. No 80 AL 10 
File No 1832 EX 
13/8/81 25/1/82 
Log Boom Log Boom 
600 600 
365 360 
8002 8002 
33 33 
200 200 
Town Town 
25s/20m . 21s/20m 
Dry Dry 
Dry Dry 
Dry/moist Dry 
e 
·----.. -------
Weather: 
0 ~emperature C 
Relative Humidity % 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Cloud cover .% 
Rainfall last 24 hrs mm 
next 24 hours mm 
Frost last 48 hrs 
next 48 hrs 
Timing: 
Start 
Finish 
Order or"spraying 
Plant detail: 
1. 
2. 
3 .• 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Species 
Growth stage. 
Species 
. . ~rowth stC1,ge 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth staqe 
20 
50 
0-5 
SW 
30 
0 
0 
0 
0 
P.R. 
bud-vege 
22 
40 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
0 
p. R. 
flowering 
18.5 21 
64 60 
0-2 0-5 
s w 
100 10 
0 lOOmm on 
22/1/82 e 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
P.R. 
Post flower 
P.R. 
flowerin 
Dock 
2-61 5cms . 
Clover 
cot-31 
Dock 
re shoo tin 
Clover 
cot 
--
TITLE: 
OPERATOR: 
Penny Royal control with herbicides 
Moore , Hoskins, Taylor Exp. No 80 AL 10 
File No 1832 Ex LOCATION: William Bay 
SPRAYING DETAILS: 
Application date 
Equipment 
Nozzle output mls/min 
volume of Application l/ha 
Nozzle size 
Nozzle spacing ems 
Pressure kPa 
Water source 
Speed 
Moisture: 
Sprayed surface 
Soil surface 
lOcms 
Weather: 
Temperature 0 c 
Relative Humidity % 
Wind speed km/hr 
Wind direction 
Cloud cover % 
Rainfall last 24 hrs mm 
next 24 hrs mm 
Frost last 48 hrs 
next 48 hrs 
Timing: 
Start 
Finish 
Order of spraying 
Plant Detail: 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
Species 
Growth stage 
19/3/82 
Log boom 
600 
366 
8002 
33 
200 
Town 
23s/20m 
Dry 
Dry 
Dry 
25 
68 
4-8 
SE 
20 
0 
0 
0 
0 
p. R. 
Seeding 
Dock 
Rossette 
Clover 
3-lOL 
4/3/82 
Log boom 
600 
365 
8002 
33 
200 
Town 
24s/20m 
Dry 
Dry 
Dry 
25 
60 
0 
100 
0 
0 
0 
0 
p. R. 
Post flower 
Dock 
6L 8cms 
Clover 
cot-Scms 
Hypochaeris 
Rossette-flower 
PENNY ROYAL CONTROL WITH HERBICIDES 80 AL 10 
AIM: 
SPRAYED: 
COST OF 
CHEMICAL: 
RESULTS: 
Herbicide 
2,4',5-T 
Round up. 
Nil 
100 
% kill 
50 
2,4,5-T-
To compare Round up and 2,4,5-T amine for the 
control of Penny royal 
22/1/80 i.e. 3 years ago 
with Round up 2, 6 and 9 l/ha and 
2,4,5-T 6, 12 and 24 l/ha 
2,4,5-T Amine 6 l/ha = 
12 l/ha = 
24 l/ha = 
$12.90 
$25.80 
$51.60 
Round up 
Penny Royal 
Rate 
6 
12 
24 
3 
6 
9 
3 l/ha 
6 l/ha 
9 l/ha 
= $48.36 
= $96.72 
= $145.08 
Plants/m 
I II 
66. 6 -· 42. 3 
66.o so.a 
66.3 63.0 
57.6 
32.3 
53 
68 
14.6 
46.3 
32 
70 
22/2/83 
III 
86.6 
129.0 
74.3 
51. 6 
108 
83. 6 
71. 6 
Ave 
65.2 
81. 7 
67.9 
. 41. 2 
62.2 
56.2 
69.9 
Round up 
( 6 l/ha 
~12 l/ha 
(24 l/ha 
1 2 3 
Years since spraying 
COMMENTS 
The effect of a single spray of 2,4,5-T Amine was lost by the 
third year after apraying. 
The effect of "Round up" laster longer particularly where the 
low rate was used. This is probably because the low rate did 
not kill perennial species which in turn helped reduce reinfes-
tation by Penny royal. 
At this site Penny royal had a equilibrium density of approxi-
mately 70 crowns/m 2 • 
7tOO . 
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BLACKBERRY CONTROL HERBICIDE EVALUATION 
81 AL 101 
AIM: 
LOCALITY: 
TREATMENTS: 
WEATHER 
CONDITIONS 1981 
Wind Km/hr 
Cloud cover % 
Temperature oc 
To compare the efficacy of M4021 + picloram 
with 2,4,5-T Amine and glyphosate-on blackberry 
Rubus frutiaosis agg). 
1. McDonald - Bornholm - Karri loam 
2. Tweddle - Albany - Sand over clay 
All treatments sprayed using a "Sprayrite" brush 
pistol. 
March April 
McDonald Tweddle McDonald Tweddle 
0 0 5-8(NE) 5-lO(N) 
100 90 25 40 
22 25' 24 21. 
Relative Humidity· %70 50 65 70 
Date 4/3/81 5/3/81 8/4/81. 8/4/81 
WEATHER 
CONDITIONS 1982 
Wind Km/hr lO(SE) l(SE) 0-15(NE) 0 
Cloud cover % 80 50 100 100 
Temperature oc 30 26 19 21 
Relative humidity % 45 63 75 68 
Date 1/3/82 3/3/82 7/4/82 7/4/82 
BLACKBERRY CONTROL - HERBICIDE EVALUATION 
Locality 
Treatments: 
Time of 
Rep 1 
Rep 2 
81 AL 101 
Bornhclm Karri loam 
Robinson Estate - Sand 
Eate Bush Volume 
Application 
Herbicide gai/lOOL Ma1•·"1h 81 March 82 March 83 
I II AVE I II AVE I I 
March 81 & 82 Garlon 480 100 21 6 14 17 7~ 11.S 2 2 lS 10 2.S 
II II 200 18 6 12 lS 6 10.S o.s 2.s 
" II 300 so so 40 40 o.s 
II 11 + Picloram lOo+SO 30 9 19.S 21 2S 23 0 0 
II Glyphosate 360 18 10 14 20 lS 17.S 1 2.5 
II 2,4,5-T + S.S.O. 2S0+100 36 12 24 20 7.S 13.7 6 5 
Nil 0 24 s 14.S 2S 5 lS 2S 5 
April 81 & 82 Garlon 480 100 12 12 12 10 9 9.5 l.S 7 
II • II 200 lS 6 11.5 20 4 12 0 3 
II II 300 10 12 11 12 10 11 2 1.5 
II 11 + piclo;ram 10o+50 36 6 21 lS 4 9.S .s 0 
II Glyphosate 360 42 4 24 8 2.S 5.2 l~ .s 
. 
II 2 , 4 ,.5-T + S • S. 0. 25o+l00 40 6 23 50 6 23 50 7 
II Nil 0 24 35 29.5 35 35 3S 40 35 
comments: 
1. 1 year after spraying with Garlon there is a proliferation of growth 
from the roots not killed by the spray thus the area of the bush 
increases whilst i.ts volume decreases usually. Respraying leads to 
dramatic reductions in the bush size. 
2. Picloram appears to be a necessary additive if eradication with the 
minimum number of resprays is required. 
3. Garlon or 2,4,5-T spraying suppresses fruit set in the,following 
year. Glyphosate usually doesn't. 
4. March spraying gave better control than April spraying. 
7b2 
AVE 
2.2 
l.S 
.s 
0 
1.8 
S.5 
lS 
4.2 
1.5 
1.8 
.2 
1 
28. 
37 
